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Abstract 
Purpose – The study aims to theoretically establish 
brand personality, brand experience, brand attributes, 
and brand aff ect as antecedents of brand engagement. 
Additionally, this study seeks to enhance custom-
er-based brand equity and relationship marketing theo-
ries in relation to brand engagement behavior.
Design/methodology/approach – Through a survey 
questionnaire, 426 responses were collected from au-
tomobile customers. Following the multistage clus-
ter sampling technique, respondents were contacted 
through the mall intercept method. The respondents’ 
data was analyzed through PLS-SEM path modeling us-
ing the disjoint two-stage approach.
Findings and implications – Brand personality, brand 
experience, brand attributes, and brand aff ect sig-
Sažetak
Svrha – Cilj je rada teorijski utvrditi osobnost, doživljaj 
i osobine marke te naklonjenost marki kao prethodnice 
angažmana s markom. Dodatno, radom se nastoji po-
boljšati znanja o tržišnoj vrijednosti marke temeljenoj 
na percepciji potrošača i teorijama marketinga odnosa i 
suradnje povezanim s angažmanom s markom.
Metodološki pristup – Korištenjem anketnog upitni-
ka prikupljeno je 426 odgovora od kupaca automobila. 
Slijedeći tehniku klasterskog uzorkovanja u više koraka, 
ispitanici su kontaktirani u trgovačkim centrima. Podaci 
dobiveni od ispitanika analizirani su korištenjem PLS-
SEM modeliranja strukturnih jednadžbi s razdvojenim 
dvostupanjskim pristupom.
Rezultati i implikacije – Osobnost, doživljaj i osobine 
marke te naklonjenost marki značajno objašnjavaju an-
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nifi cantly the brand engagement behavior being ex-
plained, especially, brand aff ect mediated between 
these antecedents and brand engagement.
Limitation – The cross-sectional research design of the 
study has some limitations. Further, brand aff ect, as a 
mediator, has explained 40.7% of the variation in brand 
engagement. Other mediators may explain the rest of 
the variation in brand engagement. As the study is relat-
ed to the automobile market in Pakistan, the results may 
not be generalized to other parts of the world. 
Originality – It is the fi rst study to examine brand aff ect 
as a mediator that theoretically links brand personality, 
experience, attributes to brand engagement in an inte-
grative framework, specifi cally for automobile brands. 
The disjoint two-stage approach of PLS-SEM in this 
study has been rarely used in marketing and business 
management research.
Keywords – brand engagement, brand experience, 
brand personality, brand attributes, automobile market 
of Pakistan, disjoint two-stage approach of PLS-SEM
gažman s markom. Posebice, naklonjenost marki je me-
dijator između prethodnica i angažmana s markom.
Ograničenja – Kros-selekcijski dizajn istraživanja ima 
određena ograničenja. Nadalje, naklonjenost marki kao 
medijator objašnjava 40,7% varijacije angažmana s mar-
kom. Drugi medijatori mogu objasniti ostatak varijacije 
angažmana s markom. Rezultati se ne mogu generalizi-
rati s obzirom da je istraživanje povezano s tržištem au-
tomobila u Pakistanu. 
Doprinos – Ovo je prvi rad koji istražuje naklonjenost 
marki kao medijatora koji teorijski povezuje osobnost, 
doživljaj i osobine marki s angažmanom s markom u 
sveobuhvatni okvir, specifi čno za marke automobila. 
Razdvojeni dvostupanjski pristup u PLS-SEM-u rijetko je 
korišten u istraživanjima u marketingu i menadžmentu.
Ključne riječi – angažman s markom, doživljaj marke, 
osobnost marke, osobine marke, tržište automobila u 
Pakistanu, razdvojeni dvostupanjski pristup PLS-SEM-u






















1.  INTRODUCTION 
The dynamics of global automobile markets 
have changed over the years, with the power 
of manufacturing and demand shifting from 
the west to the east (Bernhart, Kleimann & Hoff -
mann, 2011). This highlights the importance of 
marketing and customer-brand equity (CBBE) 
amidst the burgeoning competitive pressures 
in the Asian and global automobile markets 
(Adetunji, Rashid & Ishak, 2018). The rising com-
petition in the Asian automobile markets has 
caused the declining rate of customer retention 
due to customers’ preferences for higher quali-
ty, superior brand experience, and the demand 
for automobile brands that augment self-image 
and distinctiveness of customers (Edmunds, 
2018; Gerrits, Zhang, Klotz, Xu & Xie, 2014). The 
shift in the customer preference calls for brand 
engagement strategies by automobile brands 
through superior brand experience since brand 
engagement manifests a long-term custom-
er-brand relationship (Placing customer center-
city, 2014; Skier, 2017). As the approach towards 
loyalty became increasingly ineff ective, brand 
engagement emerged as a competitive strat-
egy for businesses to gain a competitive edge 
(Chan, Zheng, Cheung, Lee & Lee, 2014). Brand 
engagement is considered to be a better mea-
sure of long-term relationship and brand perfor-
mance of products like automobiles that entail 
a high involvement of customers (Algesheimer, 
Dholokia & Herrmann, 2005; Loureiro, Pires & 
Kaufmann, 2015). Moreover, brand experience 
is the “new battlefi eld” for automobile brands 
(Skier, 2017) and the extant literature on brand 
engagement has few studies assessing the role 
of brand experience in creating brand engage-
ment, especially in the context of automobile 
brands. Likewise, brand personality and brand 
aff ect are the essential factors for the purchase 
of high-involvement products like automobiles 
(The heart of the Issue, 2014; Punyatoya, 2011). 
But there is a sheer paucity of the studies inves-
tigating the antecedents of brand engagement 
in the environment of automobile brands, spe-
cifi cally if the brand equity drivers such as brand 
personality, brand experience, brand attributes, 
and brand aff ect create brand engagement be-
havior. Therefore, the primary objective of this 
research study is to examine if the foregoing 
brand equity drivers infl uence brand engage-
ment of automobile brands. This study also 
responds to the earlier calls to determine the 
brand engagement antecedents such as brand 
personality (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016) and brand 
aff ect (Bento, Martinez & Martinez, 2018).
In addition, in the last decade, the automobile 
market in Pakistan has experienced a dras-
tic shift. Customers who purchased the lo-
cally produced global brands, also known as 
semi-knocked down kits (SKDs) earlier, have 
demonstrated a persistent preference for re-
conditioned automobile brands (passenger 
cars) imported mostly from Japan and other 
Asian countries. It is believed that, at the core 
of the customers’ preference for the recondi-
tioned automobile brands, there lies customers’ 
growing dissatisfaction with SKDs (Amir & Asad, 
2018) and the demand for superior brand expe-
rience and features like safety, style, and even 
image that imported reconditioned automo-
bile brands off er (Mehmood, 2015; Zia & Sohail, 
2016). Consequently, in the last few years, the 
sales of the reconditioned automobile brands 
in Pakistan have soared swiftly. As recently as 
2017, the sale of the reconditioned automobile 
brands was 65,000 units (Laghari, 2018), com-
pared to 185,000 units of SKDs in the same 
year. The rapid growth in the preference for the 
imported reconditioned automobile brands 
caused the market share of SKDs to plunge to 
73% in 2018 from 92% in 2011. The value of im-
ported reconditioned automobiles in 2017 was 
around PKR 16 billion, refl ecting the lost sales 
of the locally produced global brands in the 
country (Khan, 2017). In spite of various sources 
that emphasized the low customer perception 
of the SKDs in Pakistan and the falling loyalty 
towards SKDs (Abbas, 2018; Amir & Asad, 2018; 
Khan, 2017; Mehmood, 2015), there is a serious 
gap of empirical knowledge to determine the 
potential factors that have caused the SKDs to 






















lose their market share to the imported recondi-
tioned automobile brands. 
Additionally, in Pakistan, the decision to pur-
chase personal vehicles such as cars is driven 
by emotions (Farhat, Mokhtar & Salleh, 2020a; 
Flop gear, 2015; Hanan, 2016) like in other parts 
of Asia (The heart of the Issue, 2014). Emo-
tions act as a critical element for automobile 
customers in the country because personal 
vehicles have an impact on the social status 
(Agence France Presse [AFP], 2015) and depict 
the struggle of customers to purchase a per-
sonal vehicle (Flop gear, 2015). Hence, we as-
sume that emotions are a critical driving force 
of automobile customers in Pakistan that infl u-
ences their purchasing behavior. As the declin-
ing market share of SKDs and the rising prefer-
ences for imported reconditioned automobile 
brands have serious ramifi cations for the local 
automobile manufacturing and the economy, 
it is imperative to investigate this phenome-
non from the marketing perspective. 
The aim of this study is three-pronged: (1) to 
determine if brand experience, brand personal-
ity, brand attributes, and brand aff ect infl uence 
brand engagement of the SKDs; (2) to identify 
if brand aff ect (positive emotions) mediates the 
relationship between brand engagement and 
brand personality, brand experience, and brand 
attributes of the SKDs; and (3) to empirically link 
customer-based brand equity (CBBE) and rela-
tionship marketing theories to brand engage-
ment. Due to the paucity of research in this 
context, this research study is guided by CBBE 
and relationship marketing theories. Important-
ly, the CBBE theory advocates for raising and 
leveraging brand perception that arises from 




Keller (2001) defi ned CBBE as the customers’ 
preference for a brand that other competing 
brands attributed to the marketing eff orts of the 
preferred brand. Keller (2001) extended CBBE by 
furnishing six building blocks: brand salience 
(identity), brand performance, brand imagery, 
brand judgments, brand feelings, and brand 
resonance. Whereas the fi rst fi ve blocks are es-
sential to build CBBE, brand resonance refl ects 
the CBBE that comprises brand engagement as 
the highest degree of loyalty (Farhat, Mokhtar 
& Salleh, 2020b; Keller, 2016). Keller (2001, 2016) 
viewed brand engagement as customers’ vol-
unteer behaviors related to a brand manifest-
ed by investing their money, time, and other 
resources after the purchase and consumption 
process. Customers act as brand ambassadors 
and brand evangelists when they demonstrate 
brand engagement behavior. Brand engage-
ment behavior has also been explored by the 
relationship marketing theory, which mainly 
stresses the long-term customer-brand relation-
ship embodied in the interaction and exchang-
es between customers and brands (Vivek, Beat-
ty & Morgan, 2012). Like the CBBE, it emphasizes 
the importance of exploiting the resources of 
fi rms to inculcate brand loyalty (Yanfei & Yafeng, 
2012) as it will eventually trigger brand engage-
ment behavior (Reichheld, 2003). In contrast, 
others believe that brand engagement mea-
sures the closely-knit relational bond between 
brands and customers, manifested through re-
lational and repeated transactional exchanges 
(Sashi, 2012) and motivated by various stimu-
lating factors (Ashley, Noble, Donthu & Lemon, 
2011). Keller (2001, 2016) also stated that brand 
engagement is the “in-sync” relationship be-
tween brands and customers, as a refl ection of 
brand loyalty evoked by brand experience, per-
sonality, attributes, and brand aff ect (emotional 
response). 
Despite a general lack of consensus over the 
defi nition of brand engagement among mar-
keting scholar (Fernandes & Esteves, 2016; 
Javornik & Mandelli, 2012), several scholars have 
argued for the behavioral concept of brand 
engagement (Alloway & Alloway, 2012; Calder, 
Malthouse & Schaedel, 2009; van Doorn et al., 
2010; Javornik & Mandelli, 2012; Keller, 2001; Ku-
mar et al. 2010; Pansari & Kumar, 2017) rather 






















than conceptualizing it as a cognitive, aff ective, 
and behavioral construct. The amalgamation of 
cognition, aff ect, and behavior in a single con-
struct is a too broad approach and opposes the 
view that relational and emotional factors must 
precede in order for the brand engagement be-
havior to occur (Javornik & Mandelli, 2012). Thus, 
we conceptualize brand engagement as a be-
havioral response of customers towards brands 
for the independent measurement of cognitive 
and aff ect constructs in the research frame-
work, as suggested by Yoshida, Gordon, Nakaza-
wa, Shibuya and Fujiwara, (2018). The behavioral 
concept of brand engagement is most prac-
ticed in marketing research studies (Fernandes 
& Esteves, 2016; Yoshida et al., 2018) and is treat-
ed as a unidimensional construct (e.g. Brodie, 
Hollebeek, Jurić & Ilić, 2011; Dessart, Veloutsou 
& Thomas, 2015; Fernandes & Esteves, 2016; 
Javornik & Mandelli, 2012; Keller, 2001). Hence, 
we defi ne brand engagement as a behavioral 
manifestation of customers to contribute mon-
ey, energy, time, and other resources towards 
the brand beyond purchase and consumption, 
which comes as a direct result of motivation-
al drivers and refl ects enduring brand loyalty 
(Doorn et al., 2010; Keller, 2013).
Building upon the CBBE and relationship mar-
keting theories, this study explores the contrib-
uting factors to brand engagement, especially 
those relevant to automobile brands in Pakistan. 
Figure 1 illustrates the research framework of 
the study and the related constructs, namely 
brand personality, brand experience, brand at-
tributes, and brand aff ect as the antecedents of 
brand engagement. Brand aff ect is also a medi-
ator in the relationship between brand engage-
ment and brand personality, brand experience, 
and brand attributes. Likewise, earlier studies 
showed that brand personality, brand experi-
ence, and brand attributes signifi cantly infl u-
ence brand engagement through the mediat-
ing infl uence of brand aff ect (Candi, Makarem & 
Mohan, 2017; Lee, Back & Kim, 2009; Lyu, Mao & 
Hu, 2018). While Keller (2001, 2016) argued that 
brand aff ect (emotional responses) links the 
brand equity drivers such as brand personali-
ty, brand experience and brand attributes with 
brand engagement, Chaudhuri and Holbrook 
(2002) contended that brand aff ect is a vital 
construct for consumers to develop a relation-
ship with brands. We defi ne brand aff ect as the 
ability of a brand to trigger a positive emotional 
response in customers as a consequence of us-
ing a brand (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2002). As an 
“emotional response measure”, brand aff ect rep-
resents a comprehensive construct composed 
of various feelings that customers develop after 
consuming brands. Brand aff ect represents the 
feelings and emotions triggered by brands (Lin 
& Lee, 2012), and many marketing researchers 
have also measured brand aff ect through brand 
passion (Füller, Matzler & Hoppe, 2008), brand 
love (Albert & Merunka, 2013), and aff ection 
(Halaszovich & Nel, 2017) the marketing value of 
these artifi cial connections is questionable. This 
paper therefore aims to identify determinants of 
customers’ intention to connect with a brand on 
social media (i.e. Facebook). Further, this study 
defi nes brand personality, brand experience, 
and brand attributes as cognitive antecedents 
of brand aff ect (emotions) that in turn infl uence 
brand engagement behavior. Therefore, the 
prime argument to base the framework of the 
study is that brand experience, brand person-
ality, and brand attributes infl uence brand en-
gagement as a result of the mediating role of 
brand aff ect, as proposed by earlier research 
(Franzak, Makarem & Jae, 2014; Pansari & Kumar, 
2017). Brand aff ect is critical in the environment 
of automobile brands in Asian countries like 
Pakistan, where automobile purchase involves 
emotions (Nielsen Global, 2014; The heart of the 
Issue, 2014). 
2.1. Brand personality and brand 
aff ect
Brand personality is defi ned as the human 
traits that a brand embodies (Keller, 2013) and 
as the human personality characteristics which 
are practical and relevant for brands (Azoulay 
& Kapferer, 2003). Keller (2001) proposed brand 






















personality as an essential building block of the 
CBBE that triggers brand aff ect. Brand person-
ality is also an important factor that infl uences 
the purchasing behavior of automobile brands 
(Brunello, 2015), and several studies in the past 
have investigated if brand personality evokes 
brand aff ect. A study by Kim and Zhao (2014) 
explored if brand personality predicted vari-
ation in evoking brand aff ect and eventually 
built loyalty behavior. They reported that brand 
personality is a signifi cant predictor for brand 
aff ect. Sung and Kim (2010) also conducted a 
study to determine the dimensions that ex-
plained brand aff ect. The fi ndings of their re-
search established that brand personality sig-
nifi cantly predicts brand aff ect. Therefore, we 
hypothesize that:
H1: Brand personality infl uences brand aff ect.
2.2. Brand experience and brand 
aff ect
Aaker (1991) claimed that the CBBE is a conse-
quence of brand associations that ultimately 
form brand experience. Keller (2001) viewed 
brand experience as the unique personal expe-
rience derived from brands. However, a more 
comprehensive defi nition of brand experience 
is proposed by Brakus, Schmitt and Zarantonello 
(2009) as subjective, internal consumer respons-
es as well as behavioral responses evoked by 
brand-related stimuli that are part of a brand’s 
design, identity, packaging, communications, 
and environment. In their quest to fi nd if brand 
experience evoked positive brand aff ect, Lyu 
and others (2018) contended that brand experi-
ence, especially the cognitive experience, is crit-
ical for arousing brand aff ect. Similarly, Huang 
(2017) hypothesized that brand experience pre-
dicts brand aff ect and furnished empirical evi-
dence that behavioral, intellectual, and sensory 
experiences all infl uence brand aff ect. The sig-
nifi cant infl uence of brand experience on brand 
aff ect was also reported by Pullman and Gross 
(2004), who established that experience infl u-
enced brand aff ect and fi nally formed customer 
loyalty. Along the same lines, Aslam, Ham, and 
Farhat (2018) reported a signifi cant infl uence of 
brand experience on brand aff ect. Based on the 
evidence from the literature, we hypothesize 
that:
H2: Brand experience infl uences brand aff ect.
2.3. Brand attributes and brand 
aff ect
The tangible and functional characteristics of 
products constitute brand attributes. Earlier lit-
erature, namely Keller (1993) and Lassar, Mittal 
and Sharma (1995)it is essential that any tech-
nique takes into account how the term brand 
is interpreted, since there are diff ering views 
about the meaning of ‘brands’. This payer seeks 
to clarify the ways brands have been interpret-
ed in the literature and, through a series of 
interviews with marketers, shows how brands 
are interpreted by marketing practitioners. A 
synthesis of the literature indicates fi ve possi-
ble categories, i.e., brands as devices to show 
marketing control (ownership, posited that the 
functional elements of brands are the tangi-
ble attributes of brands. Brand performance is 
largely linked to brand attributes (Lassar et al., 
1995; Pitta & Katsanis, 1995) and a brand not 
meeting the performance expectations of cus-
tomers is likely to have a lower degree of brand 
equity (Chieng & Lee, 2011). We defi ne brand at-
tributes as the brand’s physical composition of 
characteristics, such as functions, shape, style, 
design, and color (Sheng & Teo, 2012), that in-
dicate the nature and performance of brands 
(Song, Qin & Yuan, 2019). Chitturi, Raghunathan 
and Mahajan (2007) predict that contexts in-
volving functional versus hedonic trade-off s 
evoke a variety of both negative and positive 
emotions, including guilt/anxiety, sadness/dis-
appointment, cheerfulness/excitement, and 
confi dence/security. These predictions are 
confi rmed. Furthermore, an analysis of the in-
tensities of these specifi c emotions reveals the 
following additional insights: examined both 
functional and hedonic attributes of brands 
and whether these two types of attributes 
elicited brand aff ect (positive or negative). The 






















fi ndings demonstrated that the hedonic at-
tributes of brands instigated negative brand 
aff ect while functional attributes explained 
positive brand aff ect. The brand attributes like 
packaging also have the potential to trigger 
brand aff ect (Liao, Corsi, Chrysochou & Lock-
shin, 2015). Liao and others (2015) reported 
that even mock packaging, color and printed 
image evoke brand aff ect amongst customers. 
The design and features of automobile brands 
satisfy the visceral needs of customers, includ-
ing the feelings attached to shape and col-
or, and behavioral needs, the feelings linked 
with space and storage, and the refl ective 
needs like retro, trendy, and futuristic design 
to make social statements (Helander, Khalid, 
Lim, Peng & Yang, 2013). Attempting to lever-
age “animism” to the automobile brands, vari-
ous features embodied in automobile brands 
activate emotional responses in customers 
towards automobile brands (Noble & Kumar, 
2010). Thus, we hypothesize that:
H3: Brand attributes infl uence brand aff ect.
2.4. Brand aff ect and brand 
engagement
Customers’ emotions are an important part of 
consumer behavior (Holbrook & Hirschman, 
1982; Pham, 2004). Keller (2001) defi ned feelings 
as the emotional response of customers to-
wards brands. In line with this, we defi ne brand 
aff ect as the ability of brands to trigger a posi-
tive emotional response in customers related to 
the consumption of brands (Chaudhuri & Hol-
brook, 2001). Hence, brand aff ect refl ects the 
feelings or emotional response of customers to-
wards a brand (Lin & Lee, 2012) and is a prereq-
uisite for brand engagement behavior, as pro-
posed by Keller (2001). Samala and Singh (2019), 
for example, reported that Millennials who de-
velop brand aff ect towards fashion brands are 
likely to demonstrate brand engagement. In the 
same vein, Xie, Batra and Peng (2015) found that 
brand aff ect is an antecedent and a mediator 
that predicts the brand engagement behavior 
of customers. Brand engagement behaviors 
such as feedback, positive WOM, helping and 
sharing information with other customers, and 
cooperation are triggered after customers de-
velop aff ection towards a brand (Verleye, Gem-
mel & Rangarajan, 2014). Therefore, we hypoth-
esize that:
H4: Brand aff ect infl uences brand engagement.
2.5. Mediation role of brand aff ect
As brand aff ect measures the emotional re-
sponse of customers related to consuming a 
brand, scholars state that emotions are at the 
core of customers’ selection of product and 
services, post-purchase evaluation, resulting 
repurchase behavior, and the development 
of brand loyalty (Mattila & Enz, 2002; Metrix, 
2002). Brand aff ect mediates the relationships 
between brands-related stimuli and brand loy-
alty (Orzan, Platon, Stefanescue & Orzan, 2016) 
while also mediating in the process of building 
brand equity (Sierra, Iglesias, Markovic & Singh, 
2015). Similarly, brand aff ect has been reported 
to have signifi cant mediating power in previous 
marketing research studies (Bennur & Jin, 2016; 
Khong & Ong, 2014). The CBBE theory explains 
brand aff ect (emotional response) as a prereq-
uisite to brand engagement behavior as well as 
a linking factor between brand equity drivers: 
brand personality, brand experience and brand 
attributes, and brand engagement (Keller, 2001, 
2016). 
The mediating role of brand aff ect in the rela-
tionship between brand personality and brand 
engagement is supported by past studies. Roy, 
Khandeparker and Motiani (2016) predicted that 
brand aff ect mediates between brand person-
ality and brand engagement behavior; the data 
collected for online retailer brands endorsed 
the signifi cant association of brand personality, 
sincerity, and excitement with brand engage-
ment behavior (WOM) through the mediating 
infl uence of brand aff ect. Bairrada, Coelho and 
Lizanets (2018) sought to fi nd if the personali-
ty of consumers brands explained brand aff ect 
(love) and ultimately resulted in brand engage-
ment behavior. Their fi ndings supported the 






















signifi cant sequel relationship – brand person-
ality to brand aff ect to brand engagement. 
Comparably, Matzler, Pichler and Hemetsberg-
er (2007) have begun to witness a transition 
wherein fi rms are extending their focus beyond 
simply selling to business customers to serving 
them more eff ectively and in diff erent ways. In 
order to accomplish this, many fi rms have de-
veloped e-business platforms to provide e-ser-
vices to their buyers and business counterparts. 
With this in mind, this research examines the 
antecedents of e-business implementation in 
service fi rms, as well as the consequences asso-
ciated with providing e-services to customers. 
Using the conceptual framework proposed by 
Javalgi et al. (2004) investigated if brand person-
ality types such as openness and extraversion 
infl uenced brand engagement through the me-
diation of brand aff ect. Their fi ndings confi rmed 
that brand aff ect mediated this relationship. 
Thus, we posit that:
H5: Brand aff ect mediates in the relationship 
between brand personality and brand engage-
ment.
Brand experience is said to be the new com-
petitive arena for automobile brands (Skier, 
2017). It fundamentally refl ects the personal 
experience of customers and of their friends 
and relatives with a brand (Keller, 2001). The 
CBBE explains that brand experience infl uenc-
es brand engagement through the mediating 
power of brand aff ect. Previous studies, albeigt 
very few, have reported that brand experience 
elicits brand aff ect and, consequently, builds 
brand engagement. For example, brand aff ect 
provides a bridge between brand experience 
and brand engagement of the generation M 
(Junaid, Hou, Hussain & Kirmani, 2019). Like-
wise, environmental stimuli involving brand 
experience signifi cantly evoke brand aff ect, 
followed by brand engagement (WOM) (Park & 
Park, 2015). The mediation impact of brand af-
fect between brand experience and brand en-
gagement is not limited to products but also 
exists for services (Verleye et al., 2014). There-
fore, we posit that:
H6: Brand aff ect mediates in the relationship 
between brand experience and brand engage-
ment. 
Brand attributes function as the primary source 
of judgment about the brand. The attributes 
include construction, physical attributes, and 
operational features of a product (Lassar et al., 
1995). The attributes of various brands are the 
foundation of customer-based brand equity 
that help customers to identify the diff erenti-
ating features and related benefi ts of brands. 
Brand attributes include both primary and sec-
ondary brand features that trigger brand aff ect 
in customers (Keller, 2001). Accordingly, favor-
able customer responses are largely the result of 
the tangible attributes of brands, such as design 
and packaging (Keller, 1993). Candi and others 
(2017) explored whether design and functional 
features of brands led to brand engagement 
behavior while mediated by brand aff ect. The 
data analysis supported the mediating eff ect of 
brand aff ect on the relationship between brand 
attributes and brand engagement behavior. 
Wakefi eld and Blodgett (1999) also reported 
brand aff ect as the mediating force between 
the tangible attributes of brands (décor and 
design) and brand engagement behavior. Thus, 
we hypothesize that:
H7: Brand aff ect mediates in the relationship be-
tween brand attributes and brand engagement.
3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Instrument and measurements
As marketing scholars lack a consensus on the 
types of feelings and emotions that constitute 
brand aff ect (Razzaq, Yousaf & Hong, 2017), this 
study adapted the brand aff ect measurements 
conceptualized by Chaudhuri and Holbrook 
(2001) that constitute the feelings of excitement, 
fun, happiness, and enjoyment. Customers can 
experience a range of emotions (e.g. guilt, re-
gret, pride, envy, joy, disappointment) but there 
is no single defi ning feature (concept) avail-
able in the literature to represent all emotions 






















(Edwards, Jackson & Pattison, 2002). Thus, the 
measurements of brand aff ect, adapted from 
Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) and Xie and 
others (2015), account for various positive emo-
tional responses of customers and are widely 
adopted in marketing research. For brand per-
sonality, the measurements were adapted from 
Geuens, Weijters and De Wulf (2009); for brand 
experience, from Brakus and others (2009); for 
brand attributes, from Keller (2001) and Song 
and others (2019). The measurements for brand 
engagement were adapted from Bergkvist and 
bech-Larsen (2010). 
A survey questionnaire was developed using a 
5-point Likert scale for all constructs in the study. 
The questionnaire was pretested, and a pilot 
study was conducted as prescribed by Malhotra 
and Dash (2016). For the purpose of pretesting, 
three marketing experts assessed the question-
naire for appropriate wording, comprehension 
diffi  culty, instructions, sequence, and the lay-
out of the questionnaire. A few alterations were 
made in the questionnaire and two items for 
brand personality were eliminated upon the 
recommendations of the marketing experts. 
The pilot study was conducted on 20 respon-
dents who represented the target population of 
the study. This resulted in a few minor further 
adjustments in the questionnaire. 
3.2. Sample
A sample consisting of automobile owners in 
Pakistan (passenger vehicles such as cars) was 
drawn using a multi-stage cluster sampling 
technique. Only the respondents who owned 
imported reconditioned car brands were select-
ed for the sample. Out of the total of 2,889,500 
registered passenger cars in the country until 
2017-18, a sample of 538 responses was drawn, 
according to the guidelines by Krejcie and Mor-
gan (1970) and Salkind (2012). The data was col-
lected in three major cities of the country: Ka-
rachi, Lahore, and Islamabad. As per the cluster 
sampling guidelines of Sudman (1980), cities, 
shopping malls, and the entrance gates of the 
malls were selected for data collection. The 
mall intercept method was employed to con-
tact respondents. Importantly, data collection 
through the mall intercept method following 
the guidelines of Sudman (1980) is similar to 
cluster sampling (Sudman & Blair, 1999). The 
collected responses were further evaluated for 
invalid, incomplete responses, and for outliers; 
subsequently, the fi nal data for analysis com-
prised 426 responses. 
4. RESULTS
PLS-SEM modeling, a second-generation mul-
tivariate technique known for its eff ectiveness 
and adaptability in quantitative data analysis 
(Cheah et al., 2018), was used to analyze the 
respondents’ data. A major advantage of PLS-
SEM is that it allows the measuring of hierar-
chical-component models (HCM), also referred 
to as second-order/higher-order constructs 
(Becker, Klein & Wetzels, 2012; Ringle, Sarstedt 
& Straub, 2012). This study also includes two 
second-order constructs: brand personality 
and brand experience, and PLS-SEM enables a 
simultaneous measurement of these two sec-
ond-order constructs in a single framework. All 
constructs in this study are refl ective.
In this study, brand personality and brand ex-
perience constructs have been measured as 
refl ective second-order constructs as recom-
mended by Aguilar, Guillén and Roman (2016) 
and Yasin, Porcu, Liébana-Cabanillas and Caba-
nillas (2019). Aguilar and others (2016) further 
argued that employing brand personality as 
a second-order construct provides a better fi t 
of the model and a simpler explanation of its 
impact on other related constructs. Since the 
number of items is unequal in the two refl ec-
tive-refl ective second-order constructs, i.e. 
brand personality and brand experience, the 
disjoint two-stage approach of PLS-SEM has 
been used to assess the measurement mod-
el, as recommended by Sarstedt, Hair, Cheah, 
Becker and Ringle (2019). 
The skewness and kurtosis values ranged be-
tween + 3 and -3, suggesting normality of the 






















data (Kumar, Lee & Kim, 2009). To assess the 
bias in the responses, Harman’s single factor 
test was employed and showed a maximum 
variance below 50%, indicating the absence of 
bias (Podsakoff  & Organ, 1986). The variance in-
fl ation factor (VIF) test used to examine multi-
collinearity displayed values between 1.98 and 
2.90, suggesting multicollinearity lower than 
the threshold value of 5 (Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle & 
Mena, 2011).
4.1. Measurement model 
assessment
The measurement model in PLS-SEM establish-
es the validity and reliability of constructs in a 
study (Ramayah, Chow & Chyaw, 2011). For the 
disjoint two-stage approach, the measurement 
model assessment was conducted in two con-
secutive steps, referred to as 1st stage and 2nd 
stage measurement model in the current study. 
Outer loadings and composite reliability (CR) 
values were used to assess the reliability of items 
and constructs. For convergent validity, the av-
erage variance extract (AVE) was employed, and 
cross-loadings and the HTMT criterion for dis-
criminant validity.





Items Loadings AVE CR
Responsibility PRSRSP1 0.842 0.751 0.858
PRSRSP2 0.891
Activity PRSACT3 0.795 0.635 0.839
PRSACT4 0.820
PRSACT5 0.774
Aggressiveness PRSAGG6 0.857 0.756 0.861
PRSAGG7 0.882
Simplicity PRSIMP8 0.830 0.632 0.774
PRSIMP9 0.759
Brand personality




Sensory EXPSNS1 0.859 0.722 0.886
EXPSNS2 0.865
EXPSNS3 0.824


































Items Loadings AVE CR
Brand experience
Sensory 0.858 0.688 0.868
Cognitive 0.805
Behavioral 0.824

















  ENG6 0.761
Table 1 shows the assessment of the measure-
ment models for the 1st and the 2nd stage. A 
common practice is to retain only those items 
that show loadings between 0.60 and 0.90 (Hair, 
Risher, Sarstedt & Ringle, 2019). However, a more 
appropriate practice is to retain items with outer 
loadings ≥ 0.40 if AVE values of a construct (in-
volving all related items) are ≥ 0.50 (Byrne, 2016). 
Thus, the items that contributed to AVE values 
≥ 0.50 were retained in the 1st and the 2nd stage 
of measurement models. The retained items 
in Table 1 demonstrate loadings ≥ 0.68. Due to 
low outer loadings, three items were removed, 
namely PRSEMOT10 (emotion for brand person-
ality), ATT2 and ATT8 (for brand attributes). For 
constructs reliability, CR values ranged between 
Table 1 - Continued
0.774 and 0.905, satisfying the minimum thresh-
old recommended ≥ 0.70 (Hair, Hult, Ringle & 
Sarstedt, 2014). For convergent validity, the AVE 
values ranged between 0.564 and 0.756. Table 
2 and Table 3 display the HTMT criterion values 
for the 1st stage and the 2nd stage of measure-
ment models for discriminant validity. As shown 
in table 2, HTMT values ranged between 0.296 
and 0.827 for the 1st stage of the measurement 
model. Likewise, HTMT values in Table 3 ranged 
between 0.670 and 0.896 for the 2nd stage mea-
surement model. Thus, HTMT values for both 
stages satisfy the discriminant validity ≤ 0.90, as 
per guidelines provided by Gold, Malhotra and 
Segars (2001). Figure 1 and Figure 2 illustrate 1st 
and 2nd stage measurement models, respectively.






















TABLE 2: 1st stage discriminant validity – HTMT criterion
No. Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 Aff ect
2 Attributes 0.763
3 Engagement 0.760 0.604
4 Behavior 0.806 0.696 0.616
5 Cognition 0.646 0.486 0.489 0.592
6 Sensory 0.742 0.625 0.583 0.660 0.771
7 Activity 0.772 0.743 0.609 0.667 0.42 0.496
8 Responsibility 0.602 0.526 0.483 0.442 0.232 0.373 0.707
9 Aggressiveness 0.562 0.551 0.526 0.605 0.364 0.417 0.614 0.473
10 Simplicity 0.782 0.684 0.716 0.618 0.296 0.463 0.789 0.827 0.694  
all other constructs in the study (Hair et al., 2014). 
Appendix A provides the cross-loading values 
of the 2nd stage measurement models. 
The cross-loadings of constructs were also test-
ed for discriminant validity. Cross-loading values 
of a construct are recommended to be larger 
within itself than its loadings corresponding to 
FIGURE 1: 1st stage measurement model






















TABLE 3: 2nd stage discriminant validity – HTMT criterion
No. Constructs 1 2 3 4 5
1 Aff ect
2 Attributes 0.763
3 Experience 0.896 0.737
4 Personality 0.821 0.759 0.670
5 Engagement 0.760 0.604 0.690 0.702  
FIGURE 2: 2nd stage measurement model 
4.2. Structural model assessment
In Figure 3, each arrow represents the hypoth-
esized relationships between constructs. The 
structural model’s assessment revealed that Hy-
pothesis 1 on brand personality’s infl uence on 
brand aff ect was supported (β = 0.298, t = 7.07, P 
= 0.000); Hypothesis 2 concerning brand experi-
ence’s infl uence on brand aff ect was supported 
(β = 0.460, t = 12.55, P = 0.000); and Hypothesis 
3 on brand attributes’ infl uence on brand aff ect 
was also supported (β = 0.195, t = 4.385, P = 0.000). 
Moreover, Hypothesis 4, brand aff ect’s infl uence 
on brand engagement, also emerged signifi cant 
in the results (β = 0.638, t = 16.830, P = 0.000). The 
bootstrapping method was applied for hypothe-
ses 5, 6, and 7, as advised by Hayes and Preacher 
(2010). The results supported the mediation role 
of brand aff ect between brand engagement and 
brand personality (β = 0.190, t = 6.359, P = 0.000), 
brand experience (β = 0.293, t = 9.937, P = 0.000), 
and brand attributes (β = 0.124, t = 4.247, P = 0.000).






















FIGURE 3:  Structural model with mediator
The coeffi  cient of variation (R2) explains the vari-
ation in an endogenous variable (mediator and 
dependent variables) by an exogenous variable 
(independent). Accordingly, 66.5% (R2 = 0.665) 
of brand aff ect is explained by brand personali-
ty, brand experience, and brand attributes. It in-
dicates that R2 for brand aff ect is between mod-
erate and substantial (Henseler, Ringle & Sinkov-
ics, 2009). In contrast, brand aff ect explained 
40.8% (R2 = 0.408) of brand engagement, plac-
ing it between weak and moderate (Henseler et 
al., 2009). Moreover, the eff ect size (f2) was also 
measured to determine the independent con-
tribution of each exogenous variable (R2) to the 
endogenous variable. For brand aff ect, brand 
attributes displayed f2 = 0.056, brand experi-
ence displayed f2 = 0.370, and brand personality 
demonstrated f2 = 0.153. 
Lastly, predictive relevance (Q2) of the research 
framework was examined using the blindfolding 
procedure in SmartPLS. Q2  explains if the role of 
exogenous variables is signifi cant in predicting 
the endogenous variables in PLS-SEM (Hair et al., 
2014). Any Q2 value > 0 denotes a substantial pre-
dictive relevance of the constructs in a research 
model (Henseler et al., 2009). As shown in Figure 
4, the cross-validated redundancy values pf 0.392 
for brand aff ect and 0.201 for brand engagement 
show the predictive power of brand personality, 
brand experience, and brand attributes for brand 
aff ect and the predictive power of brand aff ect 
for brand engagement, respectively.






















FIGURE 4:  Blindfolding results 
gaps in the literature related to brand engage-
ment and its antecedents. It is one of the early 
studies that provide theoretical and empirical 
support for linking brand personality, brand ex-
perience, brand attributes, and brand aff ect as 
the antecedents of brand engagement, in line 
with the CBBE. Brand engagement also refl ects 
the “close in-sync” relationship between cus-
tomers and brands. Corroborating this, relation-
ship marketing explains that customers respond 
to the marketing activities of businesses that 
provide benefi ts to customers. This indicates 
that customers resort to volunteer WOM, refer-
rals, and participating in brand-related activities 
beyond purchasing and consuming process. 
Customers’ response to brands is the result of 
customers’ perceived value of brands (Black-
well, Szeinbach, Barnes, Garner & Bush, 1999), 
which leads to a long-term customer-brand re-
lationship such as brand engagement (Bowden, 
2009). The perceived value refl ects the benefi ts 
5. CONCLUSION 
This study focuses on brand engagement and its 
antecedents in the context of automobile cus-
tomers in Pakistan. The growing market share of 
the imported reconditioned automobile brands 
in the country is a widely acknowledged phe-
nomenon and remains predominantly un-in-
vestigated. In line with the CBBE model by Keller 
(2001, 2016) and the related literature, the infl u-
ence of brand personality, brand experience, 
brand attributes, and brand eff ect on brand en-
gagement (declaration of loyalty) was assessed. 
An analysis of customers’ responses revealed 
that brand equity drivers – brand personality, 
brand experience, brand attributes, and brand 
aff ect – signifi cantly explain brand engagement 
behavior through the mediating infl uence of 
brand aff ect.
The study makes contributions to CBBE and re-
lationship marketing theories by fi lling various 






















that brands off er to customers, essentially func-
tioning as core relational factors that lead to a 
long-term customer-brand relationship and 
brand engagement behavior (Bowden, 2009). 
Therefore, this study also aligns brand engage-
ment behavior with the relationship marketing 
theory by providing empirical evidence of the 
perceived value implicit in brand personality, 
brand experience, brand attributes, and brand 
aff ect as the antecedents of brand engagement 
behavior. Especially, the empirical fi ndings of 
the study enhanced the role of brand aff ect as 
a mediator and an antecedent in the CBBE and 
relationship marketing in relation to brand en-
gagement behavior, which is largely neglected 
in extant literature. The fi ndings also provide 
managerial implications for brand engagement 
behavior as a measure of enduring brand loy-
alty amongst automobile customers and the 
drivers to create brand engagement. Specifi -
cally, brand experience, brand attributes, and 
brand aff ect are the major factors that drive the 
decisions related to automobile purchases in 
Pakistan. Additionally, automobile customers in 
Pakistan prefer the vehicles that display pleasant 
and desirable brand personality. Thus, the SKDs 
can leverage brand engagement behavior by 
designing brands and marketing programs that 
emphasize brand experience, brand personali-
ty, brand attributes, and brand aff ect. Such mar-
keting programs are potentially instrumental in 
alleviating the competitive pressures faced by 
SKDs from the imported automobile brands.
With a 40.7% variation in brand engagement 
through brand aff ect, it is logical to expect 
that more than one mediator may explain the 
relationship between personality, experience, 
attributes, and engagement. Besides, other an-
tecedents may be tested in future studies to 
expand on the focus of this study, which was 
limited to three antecedents and one mediat-
ing variable. As the research design of this study 
is cross-sectional, it is recommended for future 
studies to test the research framework of this 
study using a longitudinal research design to 
compare the results. Lastly, as the context of this 
study is the automobile market of Pakistan, the 
results may not be generalized to other parts of 
the world or should at least be referred to judi-
ciously by researchers and marketers in terms of 
the context. For this, future research studies are 
recommended to test the research framework 
of the study in other countries and draw sim-
ilarities and diff erences in the results. It is also 
recommended to test the research framework 
for product categories other than automobiles 
to enrich the contextual theory.
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Appendix A
Cross loadings - 2nd stage measurement model
 Aff ect Attributes Experience Personality Engagement
AFF1 0.751 0.499 0.470 0.530 0.512
AFF2 0.830 0.519 0.587 0.535 0.527
AFF3 0.776 0.483 0.571 0.497 0.470
AFF4 0.845 0.602 0.641 0.563 0.502
AFF5 0.764 0.532 0.643 0.497 0.523
ATT1 0.586 0.768 0.516 0.531 0.438
ATT2 0.485 0.762 0.424 0.400 0.376
ATT3 0.471 0.742 0.393 0.482 0.287
ATT4 0.503 0.713 0.425 0.539 0.378
ATT5 0.530 0.807 0.550 0.475 0.460
ATT6 0.515 0.800 0.524 0.492 0.446
ATT7 0.419 0.714 0.434 0.385 0.346
ENG1 0.442 0.377 0.355 0.382 0.693
ENG2 0.483 0.391 0.389 0.417 0.751
ENG3 0.431 0.351 0.419 0.336 0.699
ENG4 0.41 0.334 0.388 0.393 0.683
ENG5 0.513 0.423 0.475 0.434 0.783
ENG6 0.505 0.386 0.404 0.447 0.761
EXPBHV 0.666 0.584 0.824 0.551 0.500
EXPCOGN 0.534 0.404 0.805 0.311 0.395
EXPTSNS 0.618 0.533 0.858 0.416 0.478
PERSACT 0.604 0.596 0.490 0.824 0.469
PERSRSP 0.457 0.409 0.323 0.748 0.370
PRSAGG 0.428 0.426 0.415 0.683 0.391
PRSSIMP 0.470 0.421 0.327 0.742 0.422
* AFF= brand aff ect; ENG = brand engagement; EXPBHV = behavioral experience; EXPCOG = cognitive experience; EXPSNS 
= sensory experience PERSACT = personality – activity; PERSRSP = personality – responsibility; PERSAGG = personality – 
aggressiveness; PRSSIMP = personality – simplicity
